while the power was off.  The names of the people who partici-
pated in the examination were:  Wayne Myers, Badger's chief
electrical engineer; Elaine Yeager, Badger's maintenance super-
intendent; Guy Steerman, Badger's chief electrician at the No. 1
Mine; Mike Hall, chief of MSHA's Electrical Section; Jim Cross,
an MSHA electrical inspector; John Paul Phillips, an MSHA inspec-
tor and certified electrician; and Benny Comer, a West Virginia
electrical inspector.  Those seven men studied a printout of the
vacuum breaker before going underground and determined the manner
in which they would check all of the various circuits and compo-
nents to determine the problem.  They worked 3-1/2 hours and
finally decided that the auxiliary switch was at fault because
of excessive mechanical wear.  Although the trip counter showed
only 230 operations, the switch should have worked thousands of
times without becoming defective as a result of mechanical wear.
MSHA's witnesses stressed the fact that voltage potential can
be checked with an ohmmeter which is equipped with a battery to
provide its own power.  MSHA's witnesses said that' checking with
a voltmeter, which requires energization of equipment, is unnec-
essary for locating defective components.

22.  MSHA's witnesses supported their citing of a violation
of section 75.511 by stating that Lambert had violated that sec-
tion when he asked Steerman to reenergize the equipment which
Lambert had deenergized at the substation and locked out.  Moore
testified that only the electrician who deenergizes equipment
before working on it may remove the locks or tags and reenergize
the equipment.  Hall testified that Steerman's reenergizing the
vacuum breaker was a contributing factor to Lambert's electrocu-
tion even though Lambert knew that the vacuum breaker was ener-
gized at the time he came into contact with the high-voltage
circuits.  Hall interpreted the last sentence of section 75.511
to mean that the person who deenergizes equipment must be the
person who reenergizes it so long as that person is anywhere at
the mine site.  MSHA's witnesses took the position that Lambert'
was "available" to reenergize the equipment even though the
vacuum breaker was located 4,800 feet from the surface substa-
tion where Lambert had turned off the power.

23.  MSHA's witnesses supported their citing respondent
for a violation of section 75.803 by testifying that Badger's
management knew that the vacuum circuit breaker was inoperable
but continued to operate equipment in the mine after Badger's
management became aware of the fact that the ground monitoring
system was not working.  Citation No. 631938 specifically ac-
knowledges the fact that mine management was aware of the fact
that the ground monitoring system was not working and states
that management was i'n the process of repairing the ground wire
monitoring system when the fatal accident occurred.
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